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Dave-
 
Please see the attached memo and attachment on why limits developed from the Chronic toxicity
 objective would – in most cases- also be protective of the acute objective.
 
Rik
 
 

RIK L. RasmusseN, MaNaGer TMDL SectION

State Water ResOurces CONtrOl BOard

1001 I Street, 
SacrameNtO, CA 95814-2828
 
PHONe: 916.341.5549
FacsImIle: 916.341.5550
Rik.Rasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov
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Water Boards 


State Water Resources Control Board 


May 26, 2015 


David W. Smith 
USEPA Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
Mail Code: WTR-2-3 
San Francisco, CA 94105 


Dear David, 


~ EDM~ND G. BROWN JR . 


~ GO\E:.NOR 


N~ M~TTHEW RODRIQUEZ 
(.""""-.... ~ SECRETARY FC.l 
~ ENVIRONMENTAL I 'ROTECTION 


As you requested, staff has further expanded our rational as to why setting the limits ­
based on the chronic objective- are protective of aquatic-life beneficial uses. We 
believe that the proposed limits are protective of aquatic life beneficial uses. 


The draft Toxicity Plan's maximum daily triggers and monthly median numeric-limits for 
traditional NPDES dischargers are protective of both the acute and chronic water quality 
objectives for toxicity that would be established in the plan; for most of California's 
inland waters, there is little-to-no dilution. In these situations, the Chronic Water Quality 
Objective for toxicity is the more protective water quality objective. Like chemical 
specific .water quality objectives/criteria and pursuant with the Policy for Implementation 
of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of 
California (2005) and federal guidance (the Technical Support Document) and 
permitting regulations, once the most protective objectives/criteria are determined, short 
duration (daily) and long term (monthly) limits are derived for the permit from the 
protective objective- taking into account dilution factors and effluent variability. In 
addition, inherent to most of the chronic WET methodologies is dual endpoint testing, 
which allows the laboratory to report acute effects in addition to chronic effect. 


Staff believes that by specifying that the chronic objectives are the protective water 
quality objectives - in most cases in California's low dilution waters -that we are 
streamlining the permitting process. In addition, site specific factors- such as high 
dilution rates or the presence of threatened and endangered species -the permitting 
authority is given the discretion to develop permit limits based on the acute water quality 
objective. 


The use of the chronic objective to derive the majority of effluent limits for inland surface 
waters, enclosed bays and estuaries is also consistent with the California Ocean Plan. 


FELICIA MARCUS, CHAIR I THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
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David W. Smith - 2 - May 26, 2015 


The Ocean Plan requires the use of chronic testing, and limits derived from the chronic 
end point, where dilution is less the 100:1 (Ocean Plan section III.C.4.c.(4)). It requires 
the use of acute toxicity testing when the dilution is greater than 1000:1 and either acute 
or chronic when dilution is between 350:1 and 1 ,000:1. Dilution rates in inland 
discharges are significantly less than dilution rates for ocean discharges. 


Attached is additional rational as to why setting the short and long duration limits based 
on the most protective of the two proposed water quality objectives is appropriate and 
protective of both acute and chronic impacts to aquatic life. Please contact me at 
(916)341-5549 or by e-mail at Rik.Rasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov 


Sincerely, 


Ot ;;t(2._ 
Rik L. Rasmussen, Manager 
TMDL Section 


Attachment (1) 


cc: Jonathon Bishop 
Phillip Crader 







HOW DOES CHRONIC WET TESTING ALSO MEET ACUTE WET OBJECTIVES? 


• Chronic WET testing can satisfy the acute WET testing objectives by measuring survival (counting dead fish) at a 


given time. This is called dual endpoint testing. 


o For example, EPA Method 821-R-02-013, measures survival and reproduction of water fleas 


(Ceriodaphnia dubia) during the same analyses. 


WHY IS THE CHRONIC WET TESTING MORE PROTECTIVE THAN ACUTE WET TESTING? 


• In general, more severe responses (such as acute effects) occur at higher concentrations ofthe toxicant, and less 


severe responses (such as chronic effects) occur at lower concentrations.1 


• The advantage of Chronic WET testing is that all aggregate toxicity of all constituents in the effluent are 


measured. 


• Chronic tests are longer in duration (7 -10 days) than are acute (72 hours) which allows them to detect non­


lethal chronic effects such as reproductive or growth inhibitions. 


HOW ARE THE MOST PROTECTIVE EFFLUENT LIMITS DEVELOPED FOR THE SIP? 


• In general, calculating effluent limits for toxicity is similar for chemical specific pollutants. The calculation is the 


same as a WLA for a TMDL, which takes into account the most stringent of limits based, derived from the acute 


or chronic water quality objectives, taking into account the allowed dilution and effluent variability. Only the 


more protective of the two limits is included in the permit. The short duration (daily) and long term (monthly) 


averages are derived based only on the more stringent of the two water quality objectives. For toxicity - in low 


dilution waters- the chronic limit is the most sensitive. 


WHY ARE THE REGIONAL BOARDS GIVEN DISCRETION IN CHOOSING A METHODOLOGY? 
SPECIFIC CIRCUMSTANCES--


• In agricultural regions, summer storm events can release slugs of PCBs. During these variable conditions, the 


acute WET would decipher the gross release of a toxicant during storm events more accurately by analyzing the 


survival count. 


• Endangered species that maintain habitat near the effluent outfalls require specific methodologies for the 


protection of the species. For example, Method 2019.0 Rainbow Trout, Oncorhynchus mykiss, is an acute WET 


and does not have a chronic WET equivalence that would provide adequate protection to a specific endangered 


fish species. 


• Taxonomy vs. Toxicant Examples-


o For marine environments with metal and herbicide toxicants, a chronic WET testing utilizes giant kelp, 


Macrocystis pyrifera as an indicator species for those specific pollutants, however giant kelp does not have 


an equivalent acute methodology. 


o For freshwater environments with metal, pesticide and surfactant toxicants, an acute WET testing utilizes 


the freshwater flea, Ceriodaphnia dubia as an indicator species for those specific toxicants. Although, 


Ceriodaphnia dubia can be used in chronic WET testing for pesticides and surfactants, the methodology 


would limit the ability of detecting metal toxicants. 


1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2000 Method Guidance and Recommendations for Whole Effluent Toxicity 


(WET) Testing {40 CFR Part 136}. EPA 821-8-00-004. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Water 






